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REMARKS 

This is a foil and timely response to the outstanding non-final Office Action mailed 
Ap il id 2006. Claims 1-18 remain pending in the present application. Reconsideration ^^Qg|y^gQ 
wanle of the application and pending claims are respectfally requested, CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

JUL 1 U 2006 

1 tesDonse to Rejections of Claims nnder 35 U.S.C. S 103 
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1 n the Office Action, claims 1-18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § lOBCa) as allegedly 
bei ig UT patentable ovex Barnard (U,S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0005097) in view of DeBry 
(U S. Pi tent No, 6,385,728). It is well-established at law that, for a proper rcrjection of a claim 
rni Ler 3 ) U.S.C § 103 as being obvious based upon a combination of references, the cited 
cq abin tion of references must disclose, teach, or suggest, either implicitly or explicitly, all 
ek nent j/features/5tep$ of the claim at issue. See, e.g.^ In Re Dow Chemical, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 
IS >9, 1 >31 (Fed. Cir. 1988), and/« re Keller, 208 U.S.P,Q.2d 871, 881 (CCJP.A. 1981). 

I. Claims 1-5 

\s provided in independent claim 1, Applicants claim: 

A print server, for processing a print job sent by a workstation, the 
Drint server comprising: 

a printer set-up module to provide a print driver for installation on tibie 
ivorkstation; and 

an authentication module to supply an authentication code to the 
H^orkstatioHp and to review the print job sent by the workstation to determine 
mtidity of a copy of the authentication code attached to the print joh^ 

(E nphj sis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 is allowable for at least the reason that the 
pApost d combijaation of Barnard in view of DeBry does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least 
"q 1 aut lentication module to supply an authentication code to the workstation, and to review 
th J prii t job sent by the workstation to determine validity of a copy of the authentication code 
at ache i to the print job," as recited and emphasized above in claim 1. 

The Office Action acknowledges that "Barnard does not disclose eocpressly an 
as henl cation modiile to supply an authentication code to the workstation, and to review the 
pi nt jc b sent by the workstation to determine validity of a copy of the authentication code 
a« ache 1 to the print job." Page 3. DeBry allegedly discloses these features. 
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> Viih regard to DeBry, it teaches that a "user requesting access would send, 401, such a 
o the printer along with the user's digital certificate containing the user's public key. 
may then send, 402, the public key and the user identification to a certificate 
60 to authenticate the user's digital catificale." Col. 9, lines 16-20. ITiis digital 
is "from a trusted authority" which is not the print server that received the request. 
Aolordihgly, DeBry and Barnard fiail to teach or suggest a print server having "an 
aujbientjtation module to supply an authentication code to the workstation, and to review the 
sent by the workstation to determine validity of a copy of the authentic-ation code 
to the print job," since a user in neither the DeBry or Barnard systems receives an 
aulhentication code firom a print server. 

\ccordingly, the proposed combination of Barnard in view of DeBry> does not 
all of the claimed features of claim 1. Therefore, a prima facie case establishing an 
rejection by the proposed combination has not been made, and the rejection of 
and claims 2-5 (which d^end fit>m claim 1) should be withdrawn. 
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t). Claims fr9 

A^s provided in independent claim 6, Applicants claim: 

A method of printing, comprising: 
attaching a workstation to a LAN; 

downloading and installing a print driver on the workstation; 
downloading an authentication code to the workstaiion from a print 

server; 

sending a print Jab, containing the authentication code, from the 
)vorkstatiQn to the print server; 

vending validity of the authentication code; and 
sending the print job fiom the print server to a printer. 



Lsis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that claim 6 is allowable for at least the reason that the 
combination of Barnard in view of DeBry does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least 
an authentication code to the workstation fitwn a print server; sending a print 
ccfntaining the authentication code, fi"om the workstation to the print server; [and] 
validity of the authentication code," as recited and emphasized above in claim 6. 
The Office Action acknowledges that "Barnard does not disclose expressly an 
ailthem Lcation modu]e to supply an authentication code to the workstation, and to review the 
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t jot sent by the woikstation to detennine validity of a copy of the authentication code 
attajihed to the print job." Page 3, DeBry allegedly discloses these features. 

^ /ith regani to DeBry^ it teaches that a "user requesting access would send, 401, such a 
reqlest 1 o the printer along with Ae user's digital certificate containing the user's pubhc key. 
Thi prii ter then send, 402, fee pubhc key and the user identification to a certificate 
ad iorit> 60 to authenticate the user's digital certificate." Col. 9, lines This digital 

ceri ifica e is "fiom a trusted authority" which is not the print server that received the request. 
Ac ordi ugly, DeBry and Barnard fail to teach or suggest at least "downloading an 
aul lentibation code to the workstation from a print server; sending a print job, containing the 
aul lenti nation code, fi-om the workstation to the print server; [and] verifying vaUdity of the 
aul lenti ^tion code," since a user in neither the DeBry or Barnard systems receives an 
au^ienti ;ation code fiDm a print serveor. 

. Accordingly, the proposed combination of Barnard in view of DeBry does not 
diafclose all of the claimed features of claim 6. Therefore, a prima facie case establishing an 
oh ious less rejection by the propoi^ed combination has not been made, and the rejection of 
cla m 6 pnd claims 7-9 (which depend firom claim 6) should be withdrawn. 

Claims 10-12 

; provided in independent claim 10, Applicants claim: 

A method of authenticating a print job, comprising: 
downloading and instaUing a print driver on a workstation; 
downloading an aMithentication code to the workstation from a print 

ferver^ 

sending a print job, containing the authentication code, from the 
vorkstation to the print server; 

verifying validity of the authentication code; and 
sending the print job to a printer. 

(B nphsjsis added). 

pplicants respectfiiUy submit that claim 10 is allowable for at least the reason that the 
pniposai combination of Barnard in view of DeBry does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least 
di »wnl< wading an authentication code to the workstation; sending a print job, containing the 
au hent cation code, from the workstation to a print server; [and]verifying validity of the 
ai4hent cation code," as recited and emphasized above in claim 10. 

the Office Action acknowledges that "Bamard does not disclose expressly an 
aidhent cation module to stqpply an authentication code to the workstation, and to review the 
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sent by the workstation to determine validity of a copy of the authentication code 
the print job.'* Page 3. £>eBry allegedly discloses these features. 
^ Wth regatd to DeBry, it teaches that a "user requesting access would send, 401, such a 
^est io the printer along with tijie user's digital certificate containing the user's public key. 
printer may then send, 402, the public key and the user identification to a certificate 
60 to authenticate the user's digital ceitificate." Col. 9, lines 16-20. This distal 
ie is "fixrni a trusted authority" which is not the print server that received the request 
Aqlordi igly, DeBry and Barnard fail to teach or suggest at least "downloading an 
au^entjpation code to the workstalion; sending a print job* containing the authentication 
the workstation to a print serveri [and]verifying validity of the autlaentication 
since a user in neither the DeBry or Barnard systems receives an authentication code 
J rint server. 

Vccordingly, the proposed combination of Barnard in view of DeBry* does not 
all of the claimed features of claim 10. Therefore, a prima facie case establishing an 
rejection by the proposed combination has not been made, and the rejection of 
claim If) and claims 1 1-12 (which dqjend fix)m claim 10) should be withdrawn. 
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\s provided in independent claim 13, Applicants claim: 

A processor-readable medium having processor-executable 
instmctions thereon which, when executed by a computer, cause the 
omputer to: 

download and install a print driver on a workstation; 
download and instait an authentication code on the workstation 
9om a print server; 

send a print Job, containing the authentication code, from the 
vorkstaiion to the print server; 

verify validity of the authentication code using an authentication 
nodule on the print server; and 

send the print job fi-om the print server to a printer. 



nphi sis added). 

'\pphcants respectfiilly submit that claim 13 is allowable for at least the reason that the 
pose d combination of Barnard in view of DeBry does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least 
"d1>wnl >ad and install an authentication code on the workstation fix>m a print server; send a 
pr at jo ), containing the authentication code, firom the workstation to the print server; verify 
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vali iity )f the auithentication code using an authentication module on the print server," as 
reci :ed a id emphasized above in claim 13. 

Ihe Office Action acknowledges that "Barnard doea not disclose esqpressly an 
aut enti( ation module to supply an authentication code to the workstation^ and to review the 
prii t job sent by the workstation to determine validity of a copy of the authentication code 
att^ :hed to the print job." Page 3. DeBry allegedly discloses these features. 

Yith regard to DeBry^ it teaches that a "user requesting access would send, 401, such a 
reqi lest 1p the printer along with the user's digital certificate containing tihie user's public key. 
Th< prir ter may then send, 402, the public key and the user idaitification to a certificate 
aut] orits 60 to authenticate the user's digital certificate." Col. 9, lines 16-20, This digital 
ceri ificat ^ is "from a trusted authority" which is not the print server that received flie request 
Ac< ordii gly, DeBry and Barnard fail to teach or suggest at least "download and install an 
autl ienti« ation code on the workstation from a print server; send a print job, containing the 
auti lentiration code, from the workstation to tiie print server, verify validity of the 
auli Lentil ation code using an authentication module on the print server," since a user in 
nei tier t le DeBry or Barnard systems receives an authentication code from a print server. 

J: accordingly, the proposed combination of Barnard in view of DeBry does not 
disi losekll of the claimed features of claim 13. Therefore, a prima facie case establishing an 
ob^ lousAess rejection by the proposed combination has not been made, and the rejection of 
clajn 1 3j and claims 14-17 (which dq)aid from claim 13) should be withdrawn. 

Claim 18 

|.s provided in independent claim 18, Applicants claim: 
A print server, comprising: 

a printer set-up module to provide a print driver for installation on a 
vfroricstation; and 

an authentication module to supply an tuithentication code to the 
y orkstation, and to review a print Job processed by the print driver and sent 
J'om ihe workstation to determine validity of the authentication code 
a ttached to the print job. 

(Exi pha< is added). 

/ pplicants rcspectfiilly submit that claim 18 is allowable for at least the reason that the 
pro|osec combination of Barnard in view of DeBry does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least 
*'an auth ^ntication module to supply an authentication code to the workstation, and to review 
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api int jc b processed by the print driver and sent from the workstation to determine validity of 
thej luthi nticatioti code attached to the print job,** as recited and emphasized above in. claim 18, 
The Office Action acknowledges that "Barnard does not disclose expressly an 
aut enti< ation module to si^ly an authentication code to the workstation, and to review the 
prix t job sent by the workstation to determine validity of a copy of the authentication code 
att^ :hed to the print job." Page 3. DeBry allegedly discloses these features. 

^ /ith regard to DeBry ^ it teaches that a "user requesting access would send, 401, such a 
reqi test ip the printer along with the user's digital certificate containing the user's public key. 
Th^ priilter may then send, 402, the public key and the user identification to a certificate 
aut oritj 60 to authenticate the user's digital certificate." Col. 9, lines 16-20. This digital 
cen .fical 5 is "fix)m a trusted authority" which is not the print server that received tlic request. 
Aci ordii gly, DeBry and Barnard feil to teach or suggest at least a print server having "an 
aut| entilation module to supply an authentication code to the workstation, and to review a 
pri^ t joa processed by the print driver and sent from the workstation to determine validity of 
autbbntication code attached to the print job," since a user in neither the DeBry or 
Ba^ fa^atrdj systems receives an authentication code from a print server. 

Lccordingly, tihe proposed combination of Barnard in view of DeBry does not 
losepll of the claimed features of claim 18. Therefore, a prima facie case establishing an 
ob\ iousAess rejection by the proposed combination has not been made, and the rejection of 
claj n 1 q should be withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 

►r at least the reasons set forth above, Applicants respectfully submit that all 
obj^tiorls and/or rejections have been traversed, rend^ed moot, and/or accommo<lated, and 
the pending claims are in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and 
vane 3 of the present application and all pending claims are hereby courteously requested, 
the opinion of the Examiner, a telephonic conference would expedite the examination of 
nattt r, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned agent at (770) 933-9500. 
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Respectfully submitted. 
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